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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this report, Minority Staff of the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public
Works examine key documents and emails
from the University of East Anglia’s
Climatic Research Unit (CRU). We have
concluded:

e The emails were written by the
world’s top climate scientists, who
work at the most prestigious and
influential climate research
institutions in the world.

e Many of them were lead authors
and coordinating lead authors of
UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) reports,
meaning that they had been
intimately involved in writing and
editing the IPCC’s science
assessments. They also helped write
reports by the United States Global
Change Research Program
(USGCRP).

e The CRU controversy and recent
revelations about errors in the
IPCC’s most recent science
assessment cast serious doubt on
the validity of EPA’s endangerment
finding for greenhouse gases under
the Clean Air Act. The IPCC serves
as the primary basis for EPA’s
endangerment finding for
greenhouse gases.

e Instead of moving forward on
greenhouse gas regulation, the
Agency should fully address the
CRU controversy and the IPCC’s
flawed science.

The scientists involved in the CRU
controversy violated fundamental ethical
principles governing taxpayer-funded
research and, in some cases, may have
violated federal laws. In addition to these
findings, we believe the emails and
accompanying documents seriously
compromise the IPCC-backed “consensus”
and its central conclusion that anthropogenic
emissions are inexorably leading to
environmental catastrophes.

An independent inquiry conducted
by the UK’s Information Commissioner has
already concluded that the scientists
employed by the University of East Anglia,
and who were at the center of the
controversy, violated the UK’s Freedom of
Information Act." Another independent
inquiry, headed by Sir Muir Russell, is
investigating allegations that the scientists in
the CRU scandal manipulated climate
change data.’

In our view, the CRU documents and
emails reveal, among other things, unethical
and potentially illegal behavior by some of
the world’s preeminent climate scientists.’

CRU EMAILS SHOW SCIENTISTS

e Obstructing release of damaging
data and information;

e Manipulating data to reach
preconceived conclusions;

e Colluding to pressure journal
editors who published work
questioning the climate science
“consensus”’; and

e Assuming activist roles to
influence the political process.







“The truth is that promoting science isn’t just about providing resources—it’s about protecting

free and open inquiry. It’s about ensuring that facts and evidence are never twisted or obscured

by politics. It’s about listening to what our scientists have to say even when it’s inconvenient—
especially when it’s inconvenient.” -- President Barack Obama, December 20, 2008

“The two MMs have been after the CRU station data for years. If they ever hear
there is a Freedom of Information Act now in the UK, I think I'll delete the file rather than
send to anyone. Does your similar act in the US force you to respond to enquiries within 20
days? - ours does ! The UK works on precedents, so the first request will test it. We also have a
data protection act, which I will hide behind.” -- Phil Jones, former director of the University
of East Anglia’s Climatic Research Unit, February 2, 2005

“It's no use pretending that this isn't a major blow. The emails extracted by a hacker from the
climatic research unit at the University of East Anglia could scarcely be more damaging. . . .
I'm dismayed and deeply shaken by them. . . . I was too trusting of some of those who provided
the evidence | championed. | would have been a better journalist if | had investigated their
claims more closely.” -- George Monbiot, columnist, The Guardian
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Introduction
Background

On October 12, 2009, email
correspondence and other information
belonging to the University of East Anglia’s
Climatic Research Unit (CRU) were given
to a reporter with the BBC network.* In
mid-November, additional emails and
documents were posted on a number of file
servers, making it available to the broader
public.’ A message accompanying the
material read, “We feel that climate science
is too important to be kept under wraps. We
hereby release a random selection of
correspondence, code, and documents.
Hopefully it will give some insight into the
science and the people behind it.”

Thus far, no one has publicly denied
the authenticity of the material, including
the scientists whose names appear in the
emails.” Some have alleged that the
information was stolen via computer
“hacking,” yet no convincing evidence has
emerged to support that claim.® Others have
suggested the responsibility lies with an
internal CRU source, who, as some have
further speculated, was acting as a
“whistleblower.”

An independent inquiry conducted
by the UK’s Information Commissioner has
already concluded that the scientists
employed by the University of East Anglia,
and who are at the center of the controversy,
violated the UK’s Freedom of Information
Act.'® Another independent inquiry, headed
by Sir Muir Russell, is investigating
allegations that the scientists in the CRU
scandal manipulated climate change data.**

After an initial review, the Minority
Staff of the Senate Committee on
Environment and Public Works believe the
scientists involved violated fundamental
ethical principles governing taxpayer-funded
research and, in some cases, may have
violated federal laws. Moreover, we believe
the emails and accompanying documents
seriously compromise the IPCC-based
consensus and its central conclusion that
anthropogenic emissions are inexorably
leading to environmental catastrophes.

This report also provides a fact-
based overview of the players and
institutions involved in this scandal, as well
as some preliminary analysis into whether
taxpayer-funded scientists violated the law
or traduced basic ethical principles
governing taxpayer-funded research. We
provide some initial analysis as to how the
release of the documents affects domestic
climate change policy—specifically, EPA’s
endangerment finding for greenhouse gases
under the Clean Air Act. The report also
will serve as the foundation for our
continuing investigation into this matter in
the weeks and months ahead.

Why this is important

The emails (and the data and
computer code released to the public) were
written by the world’s top climate scientists,
many of whom had been lead authors and
contributing lead authors of various sections
of the IPCC reports and were thus intimately
involved in writing and editing the IPCC’s
science assessments. This is no small
matter. As noted science historian Naomi
Oreskes wrote, the “scientific consensus” of
climate change “is clearly expressed in the
reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change.”** According to one top



Obama Administration official, the IPCC is
“the gold standard for authoritative scientific
information on climate change because of
the rigorous way in which they are prepared,
reviewed, and approved.”*®

These scientists work at the most
prestigious and influential climate research
institutions in the world. For example, Dr.
Phil Jones was director of the CRU until he
was forced to temporarily resign because of
his role in the scandal. According to the
Congressional Research Service (CRS),
CRU is “among the renowned research
centers in the world” on key aspects of
climate change research. It also has
“contributed to the scientific assessments of
climate change conducted by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC).” CRU’s CRUTEMS3 is one of the
key datasets of surface temperatures utilized
by the IPCC in its Fourth Assessment
Report.*

The IPCC’s work serves as the key
basis for climate policy decisions made by
governments throughout the world,
including here in the United States. A
notable example is the EPA’s endangerment
finding for greenhouse gases from mobile
sources under the Clean Air Act, issued in
December.” As the finding states, “it is
EPA’s view that the scientific assessments”
of the IPCC “represent the best reference
materials for determining the general state of
knowledge on the scientific and technical
issues before the agency in making an
endangerment decision.”*® In the finding’s
Technical Support Document (TSD), in the
section on “attribution,” EPA claims that
climate changes are the result of
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions and
not natural forces. In this section, EPA has
67 citations, 47 of which refer to the IPCC."’
The IPCC’s work also provides the scientific

basis for cap-and-trade bills considered in
the House and now by the Senate. For
example, H.R. 2454, the “American Clean
Energy and Security Act of 2009,” also
known as Waxman-Markey, cites the IPCC
and its work no fewer than five times to
support the bill’s various provisions.*®

In short, the utility and probity of the
IPCC process and its results are crucial to
policymaking with respect to climate change
here in the United States.

What does the material show?

What emerges from review of the
emails and documents, which span a 13-year
period from 1996 through November 2009,
is much more than, as EPA Administrator
Lisa Jackson put it, scientists who “lack
interpersonal skills.”'® Rather, the emails
show the world’s leading climate scientists
discussing, among other things:

e Obstructing release of damaging data
and information;

e Manipulating data and knowingly
using flawed climate models to reach
preconceived conclusions;

e Colluding to pressure journal editors
who published work questioning the
climate science “consensus’; and

e Assuming activist roles to influence
the political process.

The correspondence also reveals
something significantly more nuanced than a
“consensus” on the state of climate science.
Contrary to repeated public assertions that
the “science is settled,” the emails show the
world’s leading climate scientists arguing
over critical issues, questioning key methods
and statistical techniques, expressing
concerns about historical periods (such as
whether the Medieval Warm Period [MWP]


http://globalwarming.house.gov/tools/3q08materials/files/lubchenco.pdf
http://globalwarming.house.gov/tools/3q08materials/files/lubchenco.pdf

was global in extent) and doubting whether
there is “consensus” on the causes and the
extent of climate change.

Consider, for example, the deputy
director of the CRU, who wrote to a
colleague warning against “the possibility of
expressing an impression of more consensus
than might actually exist.” Stephen
Hayward, Senior Fellow at the American
Enterprise Institute, has noted that
skepticism and doubt are “typical of what
one might expect of an evolving scientific
enterprise.” Yet in this case,

emails with technicalities. We'll be able to
get past this only by grasping reality,
apologising where appropriate and
demonstrating that it cannot happen
again.”? Clive Crook, a senior editor for
the Atlantic, shared Monbiot’s outrage.
“The closed-mindedness of these supposed
men of science,” wrote Crook, “their
willingness to go to any lengths to defend a
preconceived message, is surprising even to
me. The stink of intellectual corruption is
overpowering.”

At a minimum,

that there is doubt at all is

considering the magnitude of

significant because, as
Hayward wrote, “these are
the selfsame scientists who
have insisted most
vehemently that there is a
settled consensus adhered to
by all researchers of repute
and that there is nothing left
to debate.”?°

Given these facts,
former Vice President Al
Gore’s dismissal of the
controversy as “all sound and
fury, signifying nothing,” is
baseless.”* Observers from
across the ideological

“Pretending that this isn't a
real crisis isn't going to
make it go away.” “Nor is
an attempt,” he wrote
further, “to justify the
emails with technicalities.
We'll be able to get past this
only by grasping reality,
apologising where
appropriate and
demonstrating that it

cannot happen again.”

the stakes involved—
domestic and international
climate policies that will cost
consumers trillions of dollars
and destroy millions of
jobs—the matter is
sufficiently serious to
warrant closer scrutiny.”® On
this point we are not alone.

As noted earlier, the
director of the CRU was
forced to temporarily resign
pending an internal CRU
investigation.?* Meanwhile,
Penn State University is
proceeding with an

spectrum recognize that the

investigation into whether

emails have unveiled a

scandal of significant proportions. Even
CRU’s Phil Jones, a principal figure in the
controversy, admitted that the emails “do
not read well.”

George Monbiot, a columnist for The
Guardian (UK), and a leading exponent of
the catastrophic global warming hypothesis,
wrote, “Pretending that this isn't a real crisis
isn't going to make it go away.” “Nor is an
attempt,” he wrote further, “to justify the

Dr. Michael Mann engaged
in, participated in, either directly or
indirectly, “any actions that seriously
deviated from accepted practices within the
academic community for proposing,
conducting or reporting research or other
scholarly activities” (Penn State cleared Dr.
Mann of three other allegations leveled
against him).”®> Rajendra Pachauri, chairman
of the IPCC, after initially dismissing the
seriousness of the emails, pledged that the
IPCC would conduct its own investigation.?®



On December 10, 2009, 27 Republican
Senators sent a letter to UN Secretary-
General Ban Ki-Moon, urging that the
investigation occur independent of the UN
and the IPCC.%

In addition, members from the House
Select Committee on Energy Independence
and Global Warming; the House Energy and
Commerce Committee; and the Senate
Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee have pressed Congressional
leaders and the Obama Administration to
investigate the controversy.



SECTION 1: Inside the Email
Trail*®

“The research enterprise has itself been
changing as science has become
increasingly integrated into everyday life.
But the core values on which the enterprise
is based—honesty, skepticism, fairness,
collegiality, openness—remain unchanged.
These values have helped produce a
research enterprise of unparalleled
productivity and creativity. So long as they
remain strong, science—and the society it
serves—will prosper.” On Being a
Scientist: Responsible Conduct in
Research, the National Academy of
Sciences, 1988

As noted, the CRU controversy
features emails from the world’s leading
climate scientists—emails that show
behavior contrary to the practice of objective
science and potentially federal law. We note
at the outset an important distinction
between, as Stephen Hayward put it, “utterly
politicized scientists,” such as those at the
center of this controversy, and “more sober
scientists” doing important work in the field
of climatology. One of the motivations
behind the Minority Report is to ensure that
the CRU scandal does not “cast a shadow on
the entire field,” for, as Hayward noted,
there are undoubtedly “a lot of unbiased
scientists trying to do important and
valuable work.”

We agree with Hayward that this
scandal “may represent a tipping point
against the alarmists.” And we agree
wholeheartedly that the “biggest hazard to
serious climate science all along was not so
much contrarian arguments from skeptics,
but rather the damage that the hyperbole of
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the environmental community would inflict
on their own cause.”*

The CRU emails portray the work
and attitudes of leading climate scientists in
a profoundly negative light. As William
Anderson, a professor at Harvard
University, has observed, these scientists:

“Refused to disclose their original data and
their methods of analysis, threatening to
destroy data rather than comply with
freedom-of-information demands, as
required by law. This action constitutes
scientific malfeasance of the gravest type.
Alone it is sufficient to discredit their entire
enterprise.”

Political Science, Concealing Data,
Undermining Peer Review*

“I tried hard to balance the needs
of the science and the IPCC,
which were not always the same.”
Keith Briffa, Deputy Director of
the CRU, April 29, 2007

Transparency and openness are
essential to producing good science. In
2006, in a report examining the work of
Professor Michael Mann, one of the central
figures in the CRU controversy, the National
Research Council stated:

“Our view is that all research
benefits from full and open access to
published datasets and that a clear
explanation of analytical methods is
mandatory. Peers should have access
to the information needed to
reproduce published results, so that
increased confidence in the outcome



of the study can be generated inside
and outside the scientific
community.”*

This clear and time-honored
principle was under attack in the CRU
emails. The evidence suggests these
scientists had a bias toward concealing data
and methods, and preventing scientists with
contrary views from publishing their work in
peer-reviewed journals. The UK’s Chief
Scientific Adviser, John Beddington,
condemned this behavior, writing that, “I
don’t think it’s healthy to dismiss proper
scepticism. Science grows and improves in
the light of criticism.”%

Commenting on the CRU scandal,
Ralph Cicerone, President of the National
Academy of Sciences, wrote that such
behavior “impedes science” and “breeds
conflict.” Further, he wrote that, “Clarity
and transparency must be reinforced to build
and maintain trust—internal and external—
in science.” ** According to recent polling,
the scientists’ failure to follow Cicerone’s
exhortation has significantly eroded public
trust in climate change science.®

The emails also raise a fundamental
question: What, if any, are the boundaries
between science and activism? Wherever
one draws the line, many scientists confront,
and engage in, the political process at some
level. As the National Academy of
Sciences wrote in “On Being a Scientist:
Responsible Conduct in Research,” “science
and technology have become such integral
parts of society that scientists can no longer
isolate themselves from societal concerns.”*®
We won’t delve into this matter here; but we
note that scientists who receive taxpayer
funds are held to a different legal and ethical
standard. For them, political or other sorts
of activism are highly circumscribed.
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Perhaps the statement that best
exemplifies the unusual political tendency
among the scientists in the CRU controversy
came from Dr. Keith Briffa, the Deputy
Director of the CRU, and lead author of the
IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report, who
wrote in one of the CRU emails, “I tried
hard to balance the needs of the science
and the IPCC, which were not always the
same.” [Emphasis added] As one will see,
with these scientists, the political needs of
the IPCC usually came first.

As one reads through the emails, one
can readily identify an effort to keep data
and information under wraps. Consider, for
example, an exchange between Phil Jones,
former director of CRU, to Tom Wigley, of
the University Corporation of Atmospheric
Research (UCAR).* In an email to Wigley
(with a cc to Ben Santer of DOE’s Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory), Jones discussed
strategies to conceal data from a Freedom of
Information Act request (FOIA), specifically
the work of a colleague named ‘Sarah’:

“If FOIA does ever get used by
anyone, there is also IPR [intellectual
property rights] to consider as well.
Data is covered by all the
agreements we sign with people, so
I will be hiding behind them.”

Wigley responded that ‘Sarah’ could “claim
she had only written one tenth of the code
and release every tenth line.”

On May 29, 2008, Phil Jones went
beyond “hiding behind” data by encouraging
colleagues to delete emails related to work
produced for the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment
Report (AR 4). In an email to Dr. Michael
Mann, Jones wrote:



“Can you delete any emails you
may have had with Keith re AR 4?
Keith will do likewise...Can you
also email Gene and get him to do
the same? I don’t have his new
email address. We will be getting
Caspar to do likewise.”

In his reply, Mann wrote, “I’ll contact Gene
about this ASAP.”

In an exchange on March 19, 2009,
Jones and Ben Santer expressed outrage
over the requirement imposed by the Royal
Meteorological Society (RMS) that authors
of its journals publicize their data. Santer
wrote:

“If the RMS is going to require
authors to make ALL data
available—raw data PLUS results
from all intermediate calculations—I
will not submit any further papers
to RMS journals.”

Jones responded with:

“I've complained about him to the
RMS Chief Exec. If I don't get him
to back down, I won't be sending
any more papers to any RMS
journals and I'll be resigning from
the RMS.”

Along with apparently hiding data
and information, the scientists complained
that mainstream scientific journals were
publishing work by so-called “skeptics” who
disagreed with their views about the causes
of climate change. William Anderson, a
professor at Harvard University, wrote
recently that, “Communications among
some of the principal investigators [in the
CRU controversy] suggest a conspiracy to
prevent the publication of work at variance
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to their own.” In addition, Anderson wrote,
“they attempted to take action against
editors and journals that published the work
of their rivals.”

Possibly the most egregious
example of such behavior occurred in
reaction to a paper published in the journal
Climate Research in 2003. The paper posed
a serious challenge to the conclusion
reached in the so-called “hockey stick”
temperature reconstruction by Professors
Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, and
Malcolm Hughes. The hockey stick graph,
which was featured prominently in the
[PCC’s Third Assessment Report in 2001,
supported the conclusion that the 1990s, and
1998, were likely the warmest decade, and
the warmest year, respectively, in at least a
millennium. Dr. Sallie Balunias and Dr.
Willie Soon, researchers at the Harvard-
Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics,
contested this conclusion, and many of the
scientists in this scandal savaged them for
doing s0.*’

Balunias and Soon reviewed more
than 200 climate studies and “determined
that the 20th century is neither the warmest
century nor the century with the most
extreme weather of the past 1000 years.”
Their study “confirmed that the Medieval
Warm Period of 800 to 1300 A.D. and the
Little Ice Age of 1300 to 1900 A.D. were
worldwide phenomena not limited to the
European and North American continents.
While 20th century temperatures are much
higher than in the Little Ice Age period,
many parts of the world show the medieval
warmth to be greater than that of the 20th
cen‘fury.”38

The Harvard-Smithsonian study
provoked strong criticism from Phil Jones,
Michael Mann, and others.*® In an email on



March 11, 2003, titled “Soon and Baliunas,”
Jones appears agitated, writing that he and
his colleagues “should do something” about
the Soon-Baliunas study, the quality of
which he found “appalling”:

“I think the skeptics will use this
paper to their own ends and it will
set paleo [climatology] back a
number of years if it goes
unchallenged.”*

Jones then went a step further, threatening to
shun Climate Research until “they rid
themselves of this troublesome editor.”

That same day, Mann responded,
complaining that the skeptics had “staged a
bit of a coup” at Climate Research, implying
that scientists who disagree with him could
never get published in peer-reviewed
literature solely on the merits of their work.
Mann echoed Jones’s suggestion to punish
Climate Research by encouraging “our
colleagues in the climate research
community to no longer submit to, or cite
papers in, this journal”:

“This was the danger of always
criticising the skeptics for not
publishing in the "peer-

reviewed literature". Obviously, they
found a solution to that--take over a
journal! So what do we do about
this? I think we have to stop
considering ""Climate Research"
as a legitimate peer-reviewed
journal. Perhaps we should
encourage our colleagues in the
climate research community to no
longer submit to, or cite papers in,
this journal. We would also need to
consider what we tell or request of
our more reasonable colleagues who
currently sit on the editorial board...”
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In April 2003, Timothy Carter with
the Finnish Environment Institute suggested
changes to the editorial process at Climate
Research in an email to Tom Wigley, a
scientist formerly with the University
Corporation for Atmospheric Research
(UCAR).* Noting communications with
“Mike” (Michael Mann) the previous
morning, Carter outlined specific changes
and posited a review of the journal’s
“refereeing policy.” He also wondered how
to remove “suspect editors,” presumably
those who approve research by skeptics. In
reply, Wigley described a campaign to
discredit Climate Research through a letter
signed by more than 50 scientists. He also
mentioned Mann’s approach to “get editorial
board members to resign’:

“One approach is to go direct to
the publishers and point out the
fact that their journal is perceived
as being a medium for
disseminating misinformation
under the guise of refereed work. |
use the word 'perceived’ here,
since whether it is true or not is
not what the publishers care about
-- it is how the journal is seen by
the community that counts. I think
we could get a large group of highly
credentialed scientists to sign such a
letter -- 50+ people. Note that | am
copying this view only to Mike
Hulme and Phil Jones. Mike's idea
to get editorial board members to
resign will probably not work --
must get rid of von Storch too,
otherwise holes will eventually fill
up with people like Legates,
Balling, Lindzen, Michaels, Singer,
etc. | have heard that the publishers
are not happy with von Storch, so the
above approach might remove that



hurdle too.”

Along with attempting to remove
journal editors who held contrary views on
climate science, the emails show that the
scientists tried to prevent publication of
papers they disagreed with. On July 8,
2004, Jones suggested that he and a
colleague could keep the work of skeptics
from appearing in the IPCC’s Fourth
Assessment report:

“] can't see either of these papers
being in the next IPCC report.
Kevin and | will keep them out
somehow - even if we have to
redefine what the peer-review
literature is!”

Even as the scientists attempted to
undermine peer-review, they often assumed
a “rapid response mode” when they read
news reports they found objectionable. The
most frenzied response came in reaction to
an article by the BBC on October 9, 2009
titled, “What happened to global
warming?”** In the piece, reporter Paul
Hudson wrote: “For the last 11 years we
have not observed any increase in global
temperatures. And our climate models did
not forecast it, even though man-made
carbon dioxide, the gas thought to be
responsible for warming our planet, has
continued to rise.”

On October 11, Narsimha Rao, a
PhD candidate at Stanford University’s
Interdisciplinary Program in Environment
and Resources, sent an email to Stephen
Schneider, professor for Interdisciplinary
Environmental Studies at Stanford, with the
subject heading of “BBC U-Turn on
climate.” Given the skepticism highlighted
in the BBC piece, Rao asked whether a
“response” from ““a scientist” is warranted:
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Steve, you may be aware of this
already. Paul Hudson, BBCs
reporter on climate change, on
Friday wrote that theres been no
warming since 1998, and that
pacific oscillations will force
cooling for the next 20-30 years. It
is not outrageously biased in
presentation as are other skeptics
views. BBC has significant
influence on public opinion outside
the US. Do you think this merits
an op-ed response in the BBC
from a scientist?

The next day, Michael Mann
expressed alarm over the BBC piece in an
email to a distinguished list of climate
scientists, including Tom Wigley (formerly
with UCAR), Phil Jones (CRU), Ben Santer,
(DOE-Lawrence Livermore), Kevin
Trenberth (UCAR), Michael Oppenheimer
(Princeton), Gavin Schmidt (NASA), James
Hansen (NASA), Tom Karl (NOAA), and
Stephen Schneider (Stanford). Describing
the story as “extremely disappointing,”
Mann noted that the BBC correspondent
who wrote the piece was “formerly a
weather person at the UK Met Office,”* and
he suggested that the UK’s Met Office
“have a say about this.” Mann then
recommended that he contact another BBC
environment correspondent to ask “what’s
up here?”:

extremely disappointing to see
something like this appear on
BBC. its particularly odd, since
climate is usually Richard Black's
beat at BBC (and he does a great
job). from what I can tell, this guy
was formerly a weather person at
the Met Office. We may do
something about this on



RealClimate [website], but
meanwhile it might be appropriate
for the Met Office to have a say
about this, I might ask Richard
Black what's up here?

At other times, Mann and his
colleagues resembled campaign staffers in a
war room. On May 16, 2003, in response to
the Harvard-Smithsonian study that
debunked the hockey stick graph, Mann
grandiosely called on his “community” of
fellow scientists to fight “a disinformation
campaign” else they lose “this battle” with
skeptics:

“that it is the responsibility of our
entire community to fight this
intentional disinformation
campaign.”

Rather than accept the study in the
open spirit of scientific debate, Mann
denounced it as “an affront to everything we
do and believe in...”

As the foregoing shows, Mann and
his colleagues were not disinterested
scientists. They acted more like a priestly
caste, viewing substantive challenges to
their work as heresy. And rather than
welcoming criticism and debate as essential
to scientific progress, they launched a
campaign of petty invective against
scientists who dared question their findings
and methods. Mann and his colleagues cast
their opponents as industry shills
masquerading as scientists, savaging their
reputations, while assuaging themselves that
they and they alone possessed the truth.

Manipulating Data

“l am not sure that this unusual warming is
so clear in the summer responsive data. |
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believe that the recent warmth was probably
matched about 1000 years ago.” Keith
Briffa, Deputy Director, CRU, September
22,1999

Along with concealing data,
personally attacking scientific opponents,
and undermining peer review, the scientists
in this scandal appear to have manipulated
data to fit preconceived conclusions.
Perhaps the most infamous example of this
comes from the “hide-the-decline” email.
This email initially garnered widespread
media attention, as well as significant
disagreement over what it means. In our
view, the email, as well as the contextual
history behind it, appears to show several
scientists eager to present a particular
viewpoint—that anthropogenic emissions
are largely responsible for global
warming—even when the data showed
something different.

Here is the email as written in 1999
by the CRU’s Jones:

“I’ve just completed Mike
[Mann]’s Nature trick of adding in
the real temps to each series for
the last 20 years (ie from 1981
onwards) and from 1961 for
Keith’s to hide the decline.”

Jones’s “trick” arose because of
disagreement over the “hockey stick”
temperature graph, authored by, among
others, Dr. Michael Mann.** As is noted
elsewhere in this report, the hockey stick
showed a relatively straight shaft extending
from 1000 AD to 1900, when a blade turns
sharply upward, suggesting that warming in
the 20" century was unprecedented, and
caused by anthropogenic sources. The IPCC
imputed great significance to the graph as it
was featured on page 1 of the “Summary for



Policymakers” in its Third Assessment
Report.

The Jones email has been the subject
of competing interpretations. In defending
himself, Jones said, “The word ‘trick’ was
used here colloquially as in a clever thing to
do. It is ludicrous to suggest that it refers to
anything untoward.”* Similarly, echoing
Jones, Dr. John Holdren, President Obama’s
Science Adviser, asserted that “trick” merely
means “a clever way to tackle a problem.”46
Both Holdren’s and Jones’s explanation of
“trick” used in this context has evidentiary
support.*” Unfortunately, neither Jones nor
Holdren addressed the “problem” that
confronted Jones and his colleagues. The
problem in this case is the so called
“divergence problem.” The divergence
problem is the fact that after 1960, tree ring
reconstructions show a marked decline in
temperatures, while the land-based,
instrumental temperature record shows just
the opposite (more on this below).*®

For some scientists, the divergence
of data was a cause of great concern, but not
necessarily for reasons scientific. For
instance, IPCC author Chris Folland warned
in an email that such evidence “dilutes the
message rather significantly” that warming
in the late 20™ century relative to the last
1,000 years is “unprecedented’:

A proxy diagram of temperature
change is a clear favourite for the
Policy Makers summary. But the
current diagram with the tree ring
only data somewhat contradicts
the multiproxy curve and dilutes
the message rather significantly.
We want the truth. Mike thinks it lies
nearer his result (which seems in
accord with what we know about
worldwide mountain glaciers and,
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less clearly, suspect about solar
variations). The tree ring results may
still suffer from lack of multicentury
time scale variance. This is probably
the most important issue to resolve in
Chapter 2 at present.

Specifically, Jones et al. expressed
concern about a temperature reconstruction
authored by Keith Briffa, a senior researcher
with CRU. Because reliable thermometer
data go back only to the 1850s, scientists use
proxy data such as tree rings to reconstruct
annual temperatures over long periods (e.g.,
1000 years) (it must be noted that proxy
reconstructions are rife with uncertainties).*
Unfortunately for those in the email chain,
Briffa’s reconstruction relied on tree ring
proxies that produced a sharp and steady
decline in temperature after 1960. This
conflicted with the instrumental temperature
readings that showed a steep rise. Briffa’s
graph was, according to Dr. Michael Mann,

“«“

a “problem”:

Keith’s series...differs in large part
in exactly the opposite direction that
Phil’s does from ours. This is the
problem we all picked up on
(everyone in the room at IPCC was
in agreement that this was a
problem and a potential
distraction/detraction from the
reasonably consensus viewpoint
we’d like to show w/ the Jones et al
and Mann et al series.

Briffa later addressed the “pressure
to present a nice tidy story” about the
“unprecedented” warming in the late 20"
century. In his view, “the recent warmth
was matched about 1,000 years ago.” Here
is the email from Briffa in full:



I know there is pressure to present
a nice tidy story as regards
‘apparent unprecedented warming
in a thousand years or more in the
proxy data but in reality the
situation is not quite so simple.

We don't have a lot of proxies that
come right up to date and those that
do (at least a significant number of
tree proxies) some unexpected
changes in response that do not mat

ch the recent warming. | do not think
it wise that this issue be ignored in
the chapter. For the record, | do
believe that the proxy data do show
unusually
warm
conditions in
recent
decades. I am
not sure that
this unusual
warming is so
clear in the
summer
responsive
data. |
believe that
the recent warmth was probably
matched about 1000 years ago. | do
not believe that global mean annual
temperatures have simply cooled
progressively over thousands of
years as Mike appears to and |
contend that that there is strong
evidence for major changes in
climate over the Holocene (not
Milankovich) that require
explanation and that could represent
part of the current or future
background variability of our
climate.

Blowing up the graph shows it

disappears in 1961, artfully hidden
behind the other colours
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Mann was nervous that “skeptics”
would have a “field day” if Briffa’s decline
was featured in the [IPCC’s Third
Assessment Report. He said “he’d hate to
be the one” to give them “fodder.” On
September 22, 1999, Mann wrote:

We would need to put in a few
words in this regard. Otherwise,
the skeptics have a field day
casting doubt on our ability to
understand the factors that
influence these estimates and, thus,
can undermine faith in the
paleoestimates. The best approach
here is for us to circulate a paper
addressing all the
above points. I'll do
this as soon as
possible. I don't
think that doubt is
scientifically
justified, and I'd
hate to be the one to
have to give it
fodder!
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The reason? Because this is what
it shows after 1961: a dramatic

dedline in global temperatures.... Jones

proceeded, then, to
“hide the decline” with his ready-made
“trick.” To the left is the graph that was
eventually included in the IPCC’s Third
Assessment Report in 2001. It appears that
Jones’s trick was successful: Briffa’s line in
green is cutoff and “hidden” by the other
lines. *°

As UK’s Daily Mail reported, “All
[Jones] had to do was cut off Briffa’s
inconvenient data at the point where the
decline started, in 1961, and replace it with
actual temperature readings, which showed
an increase.”



So it seems that, rather than
employing a “clever way”—or “trick”—t0
honestly solve the post-1960 decline, Jones
was trying to manipulate data to reach a
preconceived conclusion. His method has
been criticized by fellow scientists. Philip
Stott, emeritus professor of biogeography at
London’s School of Oriental and African
Studies, suggested the trick was deceitful.
“Any scientist ought to know that you just
can’t mix and match proxy and actual data.
They’re apples and oranges. Yet that’s
exactly what [Jones] did.”™*

As one can see, the “hide-the-
decline” story is not an innocent one.
Rather, it provides convincing evidence for
the view that Jones and his colleagues didn’t
like the facts as depicted by the data, so they
changed them. In short, Briffa, Mann,
Jones, and others, were aware of data that
suggested that the world was warmer 1000
years ago, and rather than admit that openly,
they intentionally hid it from public view.
Moreover, they hid it by including
temperature records in a dataset composed
of tree ring data, which, by itself, is
exceedingly questionable.

Questioning the Consensus
“A nice tidy story”

Another theme pervading the emails
is a distinct expression of doubt among
some scientists about the IPCC-backed
consensus. For example, as noted earlier,
CRU’s Keith Briffa wrote on September 22,
1999 of “pressure to present a nice tidy story
as regards ‘apparent unprecedented warming
in a thousand years or more in the proxy
data but in reality the situation is not quite
so simple.” Briffa was referring to the
hockey stick graph mentioned on page 11.
Briffa’s colleague, Edward Cook of
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Columbia University, shared Briffa’s
concerns, writing of the “somewhat biased
perspective” of the authors of the hockey
stick,” and questioning their commitment to
being “honest and open about evaluating the
evidence.” As an aside, Cook wrote, “I have
my doubts about MBH [Mann, Bradley, and
Hughes].” Cook also referred to the “MBH
attack squad” who work in “agenda-filled
ways.” Further, Cook was skeptical of
MBH?’s obliteration of the Medieval Warm
Period (MWP), referring to himself as
coming from “the ‘cup half-full camp when
it comes to the MWP.”

The following is an excerpt from
Cook’s email, dated April 29, 2003:

Bradley still regards the MWP as
‘mysterious’ and "very
incoherent™ (his latest
pronouncement to me) based on
the available data. Of course he
and other members of the MBH
camp have a fundamental dislike
for the very concept of the MWP,
so | tend to view their evaluations
as starting out from a somewhat
biased perspective, i.e. the cup is
not only ""half-empty"; it is
demonstrably "'broken™. | come
more from the ""cup half-full"
camp when it comes to the MWP,
maybe yes, maybe no, but it is too
early to say what it is. Being a
natural skeptic, | guess you might
lean more towards the MBH camp,
which is fine as long as one is
honest and open about evaluating
the evidence (I have my doubts
about the MBH camp). We can
always politely(?) disagree given the
same admittedly equivocal evidence.
| should say that Jan should at least
be made aware of this reanalysis of



his data. Admittedly, all of the
Schweingruber data are in the public
domain | believe, so that should not
be an issue with those data. | just
don't want to get into an open
critique of the Esper data because
it would just add fuel to the MBH
attack squad. They tend to work in
their own somewhat agenda-filled
ways. We should also work on this
stuff on our own, but I do not
think that we have an agenda per
se, other than trying to objectively
understand what is going on.

In a follow-up email, Briffa assured
Cook that “I am not in the MBH camp—if
that be characterized by an unshakable
‘belief” one way or the other, regarding the
absolute magnitude of the global MWP.”
Briffa did write that, even with uncertainties,
“I would still come out favoring the ‘likely
unprecedented warmth’ opinion.” Yet he
also wrote that “our motivation is to further
explore the degree of certainty in this
belief.”

Briffa did, in fact, further explore the
substance of the hockey stick graph. In
February of 2006, Briffa wrote to Jonathan
Overpeck that:

there has been a lot of argument re
‘hockey stick’ and the real
independence of the inputs to most
subsequent analyses is minimal.

Briffa is likely referring to the debate that
erupted in 2003, when Steve Mclntyre, a
retired Canadian mining consultant, and
Ross McKitrick, professor of economics at
the University of Guelph (Ontario),
identified serious, and eventually fatal,
deficiencies in the hockey stick. In 2006,
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the National Research Council examined the
controversy and concluded that:

“the substantial uncertainties
currently present in the quantitative
assessment of large-scale surface
temperature changes prior to about
A.D. 1600 lower our confidence in
this conclusion compared to the high
level of confidence we place in the
Little Ice Age cooling and 20th
century warming. Even less
confidence can be placed in the
original conclusions by Mann et al.
(1999) that ‘the 1990s are likely the
warmest decade, and 1998 the
warmest year, in at least a
millennium.>”*?

In February of 2006, in a notable
passage, Briffa suggested language to
Jonathan Overpeck for the IPCC’s Fourth
Assessment Report that seems to contradict
the central claim of the hockey stick:™

I suggest this should be Taken
together, the sparse evidence of
Southern Hemisphere
temperatures prior to the period of
instrumental records indicates that
overall warming has occurred
during the last 350 years, but the
even fewer longer regional records
indicate earlier periods that are as
warm, or warmer than, 20th
century means.

Briffa then appears to anticipate
criticism from Overpeck for his suggested
language, reminding him of the controversy
surrounding the hockey stick:

Peck, you have to consider that since
the TAR [IPCC Third Assessment
Report], there has been a lot of



argument re ‘hockey stick’ and the
real independence of the inputs to
most subsequent analyses is
minimal. True, there have been
many different techniques used to
aggregate and scale data - but the
efficacy of these is still far from
established. We should be careful
not to push the conclusions beyond
what we can securely justify - and
this is not much other than a
confirmation of the general
conclusions of the TAR.

Finally, Briffa suggests that he and
Overpeck are being pressured for taking a
view contrary to Mann and his hockey stick
co-authors, including from Mann himself:

We must resist being pushed to
present the results such that we
will be accused of bias - hence no
need to attack Moberg . Just need
to show the "most likely" course of
temperatures over the last 1300 years
- which we do well I think. Strong
confirmation of TAR is a good
result, given that we discuss
uncertainty and base it on more data.
Let us not try to over egg the
pudding. For what it worth , the
above comments are my (honestly
long considered) views - and |
would not be happy to go further .
Of course this discussion now needs
to go to the wider Chapter
authorship, but do not let Susan
[Solomon of NOAA] (or Mike)
push you (us) beyond where we
know is right.

These emails do not read as a group
of scientists in full agreement about the
fundamental issues in paleoclimatology.
Rather, they put the lie to the notion that the

science is “settled,” and that key facets of
the climate science debate are no longer in
dispute. As one pulls back the veil, and
gets beneath the “nice, tidy story,” one sees
serious disagreement over the extent of 20"
century warming and whether it was
anomalous over the past millennium. As
Phil Jones admitted to the BBC recently,
“There is much debate over whether the
Medieval Warm Period was global in extent
or not.” “Of course,” he continued, “if the
MWP was shown to be global in extent and
as warm or warmer than today (based on an
equivalent coverage over the NH and SH)
then obviously the late-20th century warmth
would not be unprecedented.”

A Cooling World

“We can’t account for the lack of warming
at the moment and it is a travesty that we
can’t.” Kevin Trenberth, UCAR, October
12, 2009

(Mojib) Latif predicted that in the next
few years a natural cooling trend would
dominate over warming caused by
humans. The cooling would be down to
cyclical changes to ocean currents and
temperatures in the North Atlantic, a
feature known as the North Atlantic
Oscillation (NAO). Breaking with
climate-change orthodoxy, he said NAO
cycles were probably responsible for
some of the strong global warming seen
in the past three decades. "But how
much? The jury is still out,” he told the
conference. The NAO is now moving into
a colder phase. “World’s climate could
cool first, warm later,” New Scientist,
September 2009

In the 1970s, global cooling was a
phenomenon of great concern to many in the
scientific community. “However widely the
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weather varies from place to place and time
to time,” Time magazine wrote in 1974,
“when meteorologists take an average of
temperatures around the globe they find that
the atmosphere has been growing gradually
cooler for the past three decades.” Time
noted “Climatological Cassandras” who are
“becoming increasingly apprehensive, for
the weather aberrations they are studying
may be the harbinger of another ice age.”56

Global cooling has emerged once
again as a topic of scientific concern.®
Professor Mojib Latif, a leading member of
the IPCC, recently said, “For the time being,
global warming has paused, and there may
well be some cooling.”®® (Even Phil Jones
admitted in an interview with the BBC on
February 13 that there has been “no
statistically significant warming” in 15
years.”®) The scientists in the CRU scandal
shared Latif’s concern about a “lack of
warming,” and the possibility that
predictions of warming would be proved
wrong. In an email dated January 3, 2009,
Mike McCracken of the Climate Institute®
mentioned research suggesting that sulfates
were causing global cooling, and that this
hypothesis could serve as a “backup” if
“your prediction of warming might end up
being wrong”:

...In any case, if the sulfate
hypothesis is right, then your
prediction of warming might end
up being wrong. I think we have
been too readily explaining the
slow changes over past decade as a
result of variability--that
explanation is wearing thin. |
would just suggest, as a backup to
your prediction, that you also do
some checking on the sulfate issue,
just so you might have a quantified
explanation in case the [warming]
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prediction is wrong. Otherwise, the
Skeptics will be all over us--the
world is really cooling, the models
are no good, etc. And all this just
as the US is about ready to get
serious on the issue. We all, and
you all in particular, need to be
prepared.

Two days later, Tim Johns, from the
UK Met Office, emailed Chris Folland and
Doug Smith. Johns referenced model runs
that “show potential for a distinct lack of
warming in the early21st C:

Also - relevant to your statement -
A1B-AR4 runs show potential for
a distinct lack of warming in the
early 21st C, which I'm sure
skeptics would love to see
replicated in the real world...

Phil Jones intervened and expressed
concern about predictions (presumably made
by Johns and Smith) of a “lack of warming
lasting till about 2020.” He also complained
about the dire cold weather forecasts from
the Met Office as being “a bit over the top™:

I hope you're not right about the
lack of warming lasting till about
2020. I'd rather hoped to see the
earlier Met Office press release with
Doug's paper that said something
like - half the years to 2014 would
exceed the warmest year currently on
record, 1998! Still a way to go before
2014. | seem to be getting an email
a week from skeptics saying
where's the warming gone. | know
the warming is on the decadal
scale, but it would be nice to wear
their smug grins away. Chris - |
presume the Met Office
continually monitor the weather



forecasts. Maybe because I'm in
my 50s, but the language used in
the forecasts seems a bit over the
top re the cold. Where I've been
for the last 20 days (in Norfolk) it
doesn't seem to have been as cold
as the forecasts.

On October 12, 2009, Kevin
Trenberth of UCAR sent an email titled
“BBC U-turn on climate” to some of the
most prestigious names in climatology,
including Michael Mann, Phil Jones (CRU),
Stephen Schneider (Stanford), Thomas Karl
(NOAA), and James Hansen (NASA).
Trenberth lamented the fact that:

[W]e can’t account for the lack of
warming at the moment and it is a
travesty that we can’t. The
CERES data published in the
August BAMS 09 supplement on
2008 shows there should be even
more warming: but the data are
surely wrong. Our observing
system is inadequate.

Phil Jones seemed concerned about
global cooling long before Trenberth’s
lament. As he wrote to John Christy of the
University of Alabama (Huntsville) on July
5, 2005:

The scientific community would
come down on me in no uncertain
terms if | said the world had
cooled from 1998. OK it has but it
is only 7 years of data and it isn't
statistically significant.

It’s important to note here that on
February 13, Jones told the BBC that there
has been “no statistically significant
warming” over the last 15 years.® Yet EPA
states in its endangerment finding that
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warming has continued in recent years,
declaring that “eight of the 10 warmest years

on record have occurred since 2001.”% 74
FR 66,517



‘Harry Read Me’ File

“You see how messy it gets when you actually examine the problem?” - ‘Harry Read Me’ file

As noted earlier, CRU compiles the world’s premier temperature datasets, which the IPCC utilizes
throughout its Assessment Reports. CRU’s datasets include the “HadCRUT3” dataset®, which contains
combined global historical land and marine surface temperatures; the CRUTEM3 dataset, which contains
global historical land surface temperature anomalies; and the CRU TS datasets, which contain up to nine
different variables of global historical meteorological data (i.e. temperature, precipitation, cloud cover, etc.)
that, among other uses, are utilized by environmental researchers for climate modeling.

Among CRU’s exposed documents is the so-called “HARRY READ_ ME?” file, which served as a
detailed note keeping file from 2006 through 2009 for CRU researcher and programmer lan “Harry” Harris.
As he worked to update and modify CRU TS2.1 to create the new CRU TS3.1dataset, the
HARRY READ_ ME.txt details Harris’s frustration with the dubious nature of CRU’s meteorological datasets.
As demonstrated through a handful of excerpts below, the 93,000-word HARRY_READ_ME file raises
several serious questions as to the reliability and integrity of CRU’s data compilation and quality assurance
protocols

Excerpts:

One thing that's unsettling is that many of the assigned WMo codes for Canadian stations do not return any
hits with a web search. Usually the country's met office, or at least the Weather Underground, show up - but
for these stations, nothing at all. Makes me wonder if these are long-discontinued, or were even invented
somewhere other than Canada!

Here, the expected 1990-2003 period is MISSING - so the correlations aren't so hot! Yet the WMO codes and
station names /locations are identical (or close). What the hell is supposed to happen here? Oh yeah - there is
no ‘supposed’, | can make it up. So | have :-)

OH F**K THIS. It's Sunday evening, I've worked all weekend, and just when | thought it was done I'm hitting
yet another problem that's based on the hopeless state of our databases. There is no uniform data integrity, it's
just a catalogue of issues that continues to grow as they're found.

You can't imagine what this has cost me - to actually allow the operator to assign false WMO codes!! But what
else is there in such situations? Especially when dealing with a ‘Master' database of dubious provenance
(which, er, they all are and always will be).

So the 'duplicated’ figure is slightly lower.. but what's this error with the ".ann’ file?! Never seen before. Oh
GOD if I could start this project again and actually argue the case for junking the inherited program suite!!

I am seriously close to giving up, again. The history of this is so complex that | can't get far enough into it
before by head hurts and | have to stop. Each parameter has a tortuous history of manual and semi-automated
interventions that | simply cannot just go back to early versions and run the update prog. | could be throwing
away all kinds of corrections - to lat/lons, to WMOs (yes!), and more.
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SECTION 2: Inside the IPCC
“Consensus”

As noted in the introduction, those
who accept the catastrophic global warming
hypothesis claim that the IPCC represents
the “gold standard” of climate change
research. IPCC reports purportedly represent
the “consensus” view on global warming.
This consensus is frequently invoked to
dismiss the CRU controversy as the mere
province of a few boorish paleo-
climatologists, having no effect on the IPCC
and its findings. As Yvo de Boer, Executive
Secretary of the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Change®, said recently, “what's
happened, it's unfortunate, it's bad, it's
wrong, but I don't think it has damaged the
basic science.” % Yet the reality is quite
different.

The scientists involved here played
key roles in shaping and editing the very
IPCC reports adduced as dispositive proof of
a scientific consensus on catastrophic global
warming. The emails and documents reveal,
among other things, an insular world of
scientists working within the IPCC to
generate reports that reflected their biased
conclusions on the causes of climate
change.®’ In this section, we describe the
IPCC in more detail, and try to explain its
somewhat opaque inner workings. We also
show the links between this controversy and
the IPCC, specifically by identifying the
scientists in the CRU scandal who exercised
great influence over the IPCC assessment
reports.

The IPCC — A Short History
On a sweltering day in the summer

of 1988, in a hearing room without air
conditioning, Dr. James Hansen of NASA
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testified before the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee.®® The topic
was global warming. As he wiped his brow,
Hansen stated that global warming “has
reached a level such that we can ascribe with
a high degree of confidence a cause and
effect relationship between this greenhouse
effect and observed warming.”®® Put more
simply, Hansen claimed that there is a
human influence on the global climate
system. “In many ways,” according to one
observer, “Hansen’s testimony...marks the
official beginning of the global warming
policy debate that continues to this day.”"

Specifically, Hansen’s statements
helped launch the IPCC in November of
1988. Organized at the request of the
United Nations Environment Program
(UNEP) and the World Meteorological
Society, the IPCC began with 35 countries
(including the U.S.) and was first led by
University of Stockholm professor Bert B.
Bolin. The IPCC was formed “to address
the environmental, economic and social
impacts of climate change, and to develop
possible international responses.””" It was
designed to provide “scientific technical and
socio-economic information in a policy-
relevant but policy neutral way to decision
makers.”

To carry out this mission, the IPCC
produces “comprehensive assessment
reports” on major aspects of climate change
and responses to it. These assessments do
not contain original research by the IPCC,;
rather, the assessments are based mainly on
published and peer-reviewed scientific
technical literature. The nominal goal of
these assessments is to inform international
policy and negotiations on climate-related
issues.”> Moreover, when governments
accept the IPCC reports and approve their



Summary for Policymakers, “they
acknowledge the legitimacy of their
scientific content.””

Thus far, the IPCC has produced
four such reports (with a fifth in the works),
each of which has made the scientific case—
more definitively over time—for
anthropogenic global warming. In 2007, the
IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report (AR4)
claimed that “warming of the climate system
is unequivocal” and that “[m]ost of the
observed increase in globally averaged
temperatures since the mid-20th century is
very likely due to the observed increase in
anthropogenic (human) greenhouse gas
concentrations.”"

The IPCC helped to create the
United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), an
international treaty that the US Senate
ratified in 1992.” The aim of the UNFCC is
to “stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations
in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangerous anthropogenic
interference with the climate system.”76 The
UNFCC called on participating nations to
reduce their greenhouse gases voluntarily
below 1990 levels.

Over time, these voluntary measures
failed to reduce emissions, so the parties to
the UNFCC agreed to the so-called “Berlin
Mandate” in 1995. The Berlin Mandate laid
the groundwork for the Kyoto Protocol in

25

1997, which established binding emissions
targets for developed countries. The Clinton
Administration signed the Kyoto Protocol
but it was never submitted to the Senate for
ratification. The Senate sent a clear message
of opposition to Kyoto in 1997 by voting 95
to 0 for the Byrd-Hagel resolution.”’

Despite Senate opposition to Kyoto,
scientists and experts from the US have
played leading roles in developing the
IPCC’s assessment reports. For example,
Dr. Susan Solomon, a NOAA scientist (who
is also implicated in the CRU emails),
served as the co-chair of a key scientific
“work group” in the development of the
Fourth Assessment Report published (AR 4)
in 2007.”® Also, the US Global Change
Research Program, which coordinates and
integrates federal climate change research
activities, has “supported research and
observational activities in collaboration with
several other national and international
science programs,” including the IPCC.”™

The CRU-IPCC Connection

The chart below shows that the
scientists at the center of the CRU scandal
were participants in drafting IPCC
assessment reports. Nearly all of the
scientists worked at the highest levels of the
IPCC, shaping and influencing the content
of the assessment reports that form the
international global warming “consensus.”

The CRU e-mails merely show

scientists who “lack interpersonal
skills.”

EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson,
December 2, 2009
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How the Reports Are Made

The work of the IPCC is divided into
three working groups:

e Working Group | assesses the
scientific aspects of the climate
system and climate change;

e Working Group Il assesses the
vulnerability of socioeconomic and
natural systems to climate change,
negative and positive consequences
of climate change, and options for
adapting to it; and

e Working Group |11 assesses
options for limiting greenhouse gas
emissions and otherwise mitigating
climate change. A fourth, shorter

volume synthesizes the material
found in the three working group
volumes.

Each of these working groups has
two co-chairs—one from a developed
country (e.g. Susan Solomon of NOAA was
selected for AR4 WG 1) and one from a
developing country. An additional set of
governmental representatives (frequently
scientists) are nominated by their countries
to serve on the bureau of each working
group. Together, the two co-chairs and the
bureau members function as an executive
committee, while the team of scientists
drafting individual chapters of each working
group’s assessment is sometimes referred to
as the “scientific core.” Coordinating the
efforts of each working group is a technical
support unit (TSU) that provides both

Governments,
organisations
nominate experts

Bureaux;&tAuthors

Publication
of report

WG /IPCC

accepts/approves
Report and SPM

Final distribution and ’
Government /
Review of SPM

and socio-economiic literature, manuscripts made available for
IPCC review and selected non-peer reviewed literature produced
by other relevant institutions including industry

wailz

Source: IPCC http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/ipcc-principles/IPCC%20Procedures.pdf
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technical and administrative support to the
bureau and the scientific core.

Documents prepared by working
groups are subjected to three levels of
endorsements:

Acceptance: Material has not been subject
to line-by-line discussion and agreement, but
presents a comprehensive, objective, and
balanced view of the subject matter.
e Working Groups accept their reports
e Task Force Reports are accepted by
the Panel
e Working Group Summaries for
Policymakers are accepted by the
Panel after group approval

Adoption: Endorsed section by section (not
line by line).
e Panel adopts Overview Chapters of
Methodology Reports
e Panel adopts IPCC Synthesis Report

Approval: Material has been subjected to
detailed, line-by-line discussion and
agreement.

e Working Group Summaries for
Policymakers are approved by their
Working Groups

e Synthesis Report Summary for
Policymakers is approved by Panel.

What the Scientists Do

The scientists who participate in the
Work Groups assume varying roles and
responsibilities in drafting and editing
Assessment Reports. The following are
short descriptions of those role and
responsibilities.

Working Group Chair: Overall
responsibility for content and responsible for
the Summary for Policymakers.

Coordinating Lead Author: Assumes
overall responsibility for coordinating major
sections of an assessment report, and plays a
leading role in ensuring that any crosscutting
scientific or tech